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Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, I was

not surprised by yesterday’s nerve
agent incident in Tokyo. Now I am
concerned about what might happen
here in the United States.

Let me read, Mr. Speaker, from a
special inquiry which I chaired in 1993
dealing with the growing threat of
chemical and biological weapons. One
of our conclusions was,

The prospects for chemical and biological
terrorism have probably increased as terror-
ists and sponsors of terrorism acquire chemi-
cal and biological warfare agents and weap-
ons. As a consequence, the possibility of ter-
rorist use of such agents against the United
States or one of its allies cannot be dis-
counted and should not be ignored. The Unit-
ed States should strengthen emergency plan-
ning to respond to a potential terrorist use
of chemical or biological weapons.

Well-trained and equipped military
personnel can survive and fight a
chemical war, but civilians cannot deal
with chemical attack. Chemical weap-
ons have been called the poor man’s
atom bomb because they are cheap and
easy to make and because civilians are
thoroughly panicked by chemical
weapons.

Look at today’s headlines.
The Washington Post, ‘‘Nations Un-

ready To Thwart Mass Poisoning.’’
The Washington Times, ‘‘Subway

Gassing Called a Preview of Terrorist
Future.’’

USA Today, ‘‘Transit System Alert
Urged. Officials Fear Copycat of Japa-
nese Gas Attack.’’

The New York Daily News says,
‘‘New York’s Subway Riders’ Night-
mare. We Have No Plan.’’

Mr. Speaker, it is only a matter of
time before terrorists, extortionists or
deranged individuals and groups tar-
geted Americans. That is why I am
asking American defense intelligence
and emergency preparedness officials
to tell me and the American people
just what our Government is doing to
prepare for chemical and biological ter-
rorism here in the United States.
f

TAX RELIEF AND REDUCED
SPENDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON, is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman that just spoke
is quite right, and I think looking at
old George Washington over there, he
would have agreed that defending the
country is primary in our interest. I
think old George would also have
agreed that we don’t need welfare, and
we don’t need high taxes. In his day,
there wasn’t any income tax.

I stand here to tell you that a prom-
ise we made to the seniors that we
would give them tax relief by eliminat-
ing the 85-percent tax on Social Secu-
rity is in jeopardy. A promise we made
to married couples that they would get
relief from the marriage penalty is in
jeopardy. A promise we made to give

the people the option of using their
IRA’s to buy their first home, send
their kids to college or help pay their
medical bills is in jeopardy. And a
promise to families to provide them
with a $500 per child tax credit is in
jeopardy.

Why? Because some of your Congress-
men on both sides of the aisle want to
lower the income level from $200,000
down to $95,000. It disappoints me that
we have to have an income gap, but it
irritates me that some Members want
to lower it. Every single American de-
serves tax relief and it is preposterous
that even the Members who signed the
Contract With America are now reneg-
ing on the promise they made to the
American people.

Believe me, I have heard the argu-
ments. ‘‘Tax cuts are for the rich. They
will increase the Federal deficit.’’
Those are false statements. They really
are. Those arguments are shortsighted
and they have no concern for our cur-
rent tax burden that is placed on every
American taxpayer.

Did you know that in 1950, the typi-
cal American family with two children
sent $1 out of every $50 it earned to
Washington, DC? Last year, just 25
years later, that same family sent $1
out of every 4$ it earned to Washing-
ton, DC.

A family with five children making
$200,000 a year is not rich. Besides,
whose money is it, anyway? We are not
taking it back from the Federal Gov-
ernment. We are giving it back to the
people who earned it, you the voters,
the constituency, the people of Amer-
ica.

The Government did not work to
earn the money but I will bet you for
sure the Government sure knows how
to waste it.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to pose
these questions to the American peo-
ple. Are you taxed too heavily? Do you
deserve tax relief? Do you believe the
Government spends too much? Finally,
do you believe that Republicans should
keep our promises?

I urge each of you to call your rep-
resentatives and let me know you sup-
port this bill. Pick up the phone right
now and make your Congressman ac-
countable. Tax relief combined with
spending reductions will revive Ameri-
ca’s strength.

f

WELFARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. GENE GREEN, is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, we had a member from the
majority side a few minutes ago talk-
ing about joining the debate on welfare
reform. I would be more than happy to
join the debate with him, talking about
the fallacies of both the original H.R. 4
that was introduced but also the H.R.
1214 that we are considering today and
this week and which reminds me, since

last year I heard from so many talk
show folks about, I wonder how many
of those people have read H.R. 1214 who
are now talking about it as the great-
est thing since sliced bread?

It is not as big as some of the bills we
have considered but it is almost 400
pages and I hope that some of the pro-
ponents who talk about how great it is
have had a chance to read it, like some
of us have who were on the committees
who dealt with it.

The school nutrition program will be
hurt if we pass the, what is now H.R.
1214. The Republicans’ shell game con-
tinues with our children hanging in the
balance. As this flier states, ‘‘When It’s
Budget Cutting Time, You Always
Shoot at the Easiest Target.’’ You can
see how the impact of that will be
when you talk about the WIC program,
or you talk about the children’s nutri-
tion program.

Your argument should be that we do
need to reform welfare, and I agree
with my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle, but this bill that came out of
both the Committee on Ways and
Means and out of the committee I serve
on was not a debate, it was just, ‘‘We
have a plan and we are going to run
over you as Democrats. We’re not
going to agree with you that we need
to address children’s nutrition through
the School Lunch Program. We’re just
going to block-grant it. We’re going to
do what we want to do.’’

So there was not a debate. It was the
majority saying we are going to do it
the way that we want instead of really
making it a bipartisan effort.

When I came to Congress in January,
I thought that welfare reform would be
a bipartisan effort, but I do not think
we are going to see it today or this
week because it has not been.

I agree we need to reform welfare. We
need to take away the incentive of
someone or the tragedy of a person
being on welfare. But we do not need to
cut the programs that provide the most
effective safety net that we have for
our children. We should require people
to work. We should require a time
limit about how long they are on there.
We should require them to go to job
training. We should require them to do
all sorts of things. But when you take
the school nutrition program and you
say we are going to increase the au-
thorization, whereas now a child shows
up in school, they have a guarantee of
that lunch if they are qualified and say
we are going to authorize 4 percent
more but next year in the Committee
on Appropriations it may be cut and
then we are going to let the State take
20 percent and spend it on something
else because of the block granting.
That is why this poster is so relevant:
‘‘When it’s budget cutting time, the
easiest target is a child.’’

Last week a colleague of mine from
Texas talked about some of the high-
way demonstration projects in the re-
scission bill that were untouched. Yet
we cut AmeriCorps, we cut job train-
ing, and most of these projects were
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not even requested by our local high-
way departments or transportation de-
partment.

How is it equitable that we cut
school lunches but not highway
projects? The chief financial officer for
the State of Texas has estimated that
if this welfare bill passed today, this
H.R. 1214 passes, it will cost the State
of Texas over $1 billion in our next bi-
ennial, 1996–97. The Department of
Human Services estimates that if this
bill passes, it would cost the State of
Texas $5.2 billion. The CBO has said
that with growth in population and in-
flation, this reduction would be $2.3 bil-
lion.

I know I am throwing out lots of
numbers and some of them may dis-
agree, but no matter how you cut it,
the people who are going to pass this
bill this week really do not know what
it is going to do because all they are
doing is running that train and saying
we are going to pass a welfare reform
bill, even if it does cut WIC or school
nutrition, or it cuts a lot of other pro-
grams that are really important and
have a great deal of support.

If any of these are reduced fundings,
particularly the one from the Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates for sav-
ings and administrative costs, we are
talking about stopping children from
having a hot lunch. Yesterday I was in
my district at J.P. Henderson Elemen-
tary School in Houston trying to show
that the claim of the welfare reform is
missing the point. Those children are
eating that hot lunch and that is at a
school that has easily 80 percent of the
children have a reduced and free lunch.

We should not continue to be playing
games with our children’s future. We
need to do welfare reform. We can take
school nutrition programs out of the
welfare reform just like the majority
took the senior citizens nutrition out
of welfare reform 3 weeks ago. It is just
that again it is too often popular to hit
the easiest target and not the senior
citizens.

We do not consider buying text
books, computers, or desks as welfare.
We should not consider school nutri-
tion welfare.

f

PICK ON SOMEONE YOUR OWN
SIZE: KID’S VOICES HEARD AT
CAPITOL RALLY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. PELOSI] is recognized
during morning business for 2 minutes.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, Sunday
was a beautiful day at the Capitol be-
cause 2,000 children from all over this
area from West Virginia to Pennsylva-
nia came to oppose cuts in the school
lunch programs proposed by the Repub-
lican majority. It was reported as the
children’s crusade against Republican
budget cuts. Despite bus rides for as
long as 5 hours, the children were very
eloquent indeed.

A 10-year-old with the distinguished
name of Touissant L’Ouvertuo Tin-
gling-Clemmons said, ‘‘Children have
to say no to a lot of things. Food
should not be one of them.’’

Chastity Crites from West Virginia, a
daughter of a construction worker, said
she does not eat if he, her father, does
not work except for school lunches.

A sixth grader from southeast Wash-
ington said, Marche was her name,
‘‘The food tastes so good and some-
times when we get to school we are
hungry. Why would they cut school
lunches?’’

Why would they indeed? The issue of
hunger in our country has never been a
debatable one and indeed feeding the
hungry has always enjoyed bipartisan
support. In 1946 President Truman
signed the Federal School Lunch Pro-
gram into law. President Richard
Nixon later said a child ill-fed is dulled
in curiosity, lower in stamina and dis-
tracted in learning.

Why then is the Republican majority
putting on the House table a proposal
which will take food off the cafeteria
table for America’s children?

The extreme Republican proposal
will cut, I repeat, it will cut the num-
ber of poor children who benefit from
the program. It will cut the School
Lunch Program benefits because it
says that States must spend only 80
percent of the Federal school lunch
funds on school lunches because it re-
moves nutritional standards and re-
moves eligibility requirements.

Mr. Speaker, this proposal will hurt
our children, weaken our future and
dim the prospects for our future. I urge
our colleagues to think again about the
Republican proposal to cut the School
Lunch Program.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
business, pursuant to clause 12, rule I,
the House will stand in recess until 2
p.m.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 29 min-
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.
f

b 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 2
p.m.
f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We pray, O gracious God, that the
words we use will foster truth and be
delivered with understanding. May our
expressions promote knowledge and
our statements advance a clearer real-
ization of our concerns. Help us, O God,
to keep our vision on the ideals of eq-
uity and justice so that all we do, in

thought, word and deed, be reflections
of Your will for us and our desire to be
faithful to that to which we have been
called. Bless us this day and every day,
we pray. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] will
lead the House in the Pledge of Alle-
giance.

Ms. DELAURO led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one Nation under
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all.

f

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
Edwin Thomas, one of his secretaries.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DOOLITTLE) laid before the House the
following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 16, 1995.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Under Clause 4 of Rule
III of the Rules of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, in addition to Ms. Linda Nave,
Deputy Clerk, I herewith designate Mr. Jef-
frey Trandahl, Assistant Clerk, to sign any
and all papers and do all other acts for me
under the name of the Clerk of the House
which he would be authorized to do by virtue
of this designation, except such as are pro-
vided by statute, in case of my temporary
absence or disability.

This designation shall remain in effect for
the 104th Congress or until modified by me.

With great respect, I am
Sincerely yours,

ROBIN H. CARLE,
Clerk.

f

FAIRWELL TO MARIAN VAN DEN
BERG

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
say that today the official reporters of
debates, the reporters who chronicle all
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